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Inaccurate ratings of job performance can have severe consequences for many
organizations and the individuals in them. The present study examined conscientiousness
and its relationship to performance rating accuracy and perceived difficulty in providing a
rating. Rating accuracy was assessed by calculating deviations from true scores, while
personality and perceptions of difficulty were acquired via self-report. Additionally, the
relationship between perceptions of rating difficulty and the amount of information
available for rating instrument items was investigated. The first two hypotheses were not
supported, but as hypothesized, the relationship between rating difficulty and information
available was negative and significant. Implications for future performance appraisal
research are discussed.
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Is Conscientiousness Related to Performance Rating Accuracy and Perceived Difficulty
in Rating?
Performance appraisals are an important component in organizations for
supporting a number of personnel decisions including promotions, compensation,
employee improvement, interviews, organizational development, and documentation of
legal requirements (Arvey & Murphy, 1998; Cleveland, Murphy, & Williams, 1989;
Murphy & Cleveland, 1995; Yun, Donahue, Dudley, & McFarland, 2005). The current
research examined the relationship between personality and performance appraisals.
Following an introduction of performance appraisals and a description of their
importance to organizations, characteristics of rater errors are discussed. Subsequently,
empirical research on both the prediction of rating accuracy and perceptions of rating
difficulty via rater conscientiousness is reviewed. Additionally, the relationship between
the amount of information available in performance appraisals and rater's perceptions of
rating difficulty is examined.
Performance appraisal is a structured, formal interaction between two or more
individuals in which the work performance of an employee is examined and evaluated in
order to determine the extent to which the employee is performing effectively (Schraeder,
Becton, & Portis, 2007). The major purposes of performance appraisal include
identifying employee weaknesses and strengths to provide opportunities for individual
skills development (Archer North Performance Appraisal System, 2006; Businessballs,
2006) and to improve overall organizational effectiveness (Schraeder et al.). The focus of
a performance appraisal system should be maximizing employee potential in order to
achieve organizational goals while boosting net profits (Bernardin, 1992). Schraeder et al.
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described five aspects of an organization that can be greatly improved by implementing
successful performance appraisal techniques. 1) Facilitate communication: performance
appraisal can help decrease employee insecurities by promoting more effective
communication between supervisors and subordinates. 2) Enhance employee focus by
promoting trust: performance appraisal can reduce environmental distractions (e.g.,
issues, rumors, thoughts) within the organization to help encourage contribution toward
organizational goals. 3) Goal setting/reinforcement

of desired behavior: performance

appraisal can enlighten employees about achieving personal and organizational goals,
while clarifying job-/performance-related expectations. 4) Performance

improvement:

performance appraisal encourages feedback regarding both strong and weak areas of
performance with respect to both the job and the organization. 5) Determination

of

training needs: performance appraisal provides employees with an opportunity to pursue
training and enhancement in areas that are precisely targeted for improvement.
Although over 95% of organizations claim to use some form of performance
appraisal system, many of them proclaim significant dissatisfaction with their current
procedure (Bernardin, 1992). The majority of organizations expressing discontent were
relatively large organizations, which probably have the financial resources to develop and
utilize effective appraisal systems. Bernardin claimed that smaller organizations are at an
even greater disadvantage because they probably have fewer resources to dedicate to this
important process. In addition, new and presumably improved appraisal systems are
frequently met with disapproval or defiance by employees, making the implementation of
effective performance appraisal systems an important but often unaccomplished goal
(Banks & Murphy, 1985). That being stated, a survey of Fortune 500 companies found
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that nearly all of the sampled companies used performance ratings to determine the
amount of merit pay awarded to its organizational members (Bretz, Milkovich, & Read,
1992). With so much importance placed on performance appraisal, the need for a useful
and accurate rating system is crucial for the success of an organization.
There are two broad categories of performance ratings: objective or
nonjudgmental, and subjective or judgmental (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). Objective
measures are outcome/results measures that are either based on some quantitative value
or directly related to specified goals. Objective performance measures are widely
accepted in organizations for both their low level of human judgment and their
independence from personal biases. Often, though, objective ratings introduce problems
of criterion deficiency, contamination, and opportunity bias. For example, many
important factors involved in occupational positions require actions that cannot be
accounted for through objective or productivity measures, making them inappropriate for
use in some industries (e.g., service; Bernardin, 1992). Similarly, objective outcomes
measured are often more a result of the situation than employee performance, making the
characteristics of the outcome beyond the control of the employee (Feldman, 1992), and,
as such, do not properly represent the employee's level of performance.
Due to the potentially misleading results of purely objective performance
measures, and the fact that they are not available for all types of professions, subjective
measures are often deemed to be more appropriate for employee evaluation purposes
(Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). Subjective measures are based on human judgment
through observations and cognitive processes, and can assess information about aspects
of job performance that are based on effort, traits, or abilities. Formal (or informal)
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performance appraisals are the most widely used method for subjectively evaluating
employee performance. Unfortunately, subjective ratings introduce rating idiosyncrasies
that may lead to inaccurate ratings which, in turn, can negatively impact both the ratees
and the overall organization (Bernardin, 1992).
Rater Errors
A large amount of research has attempted to improve the accuracy of performance
ratings and feedback with varied success (Landy & Farr, 1980; Roch, Ayman, Newhouse,
& Harris, 2005). The literature suggests that, in order to be effective, performance
appraisal ratings should correctly reflect the level of performance of the target being
assessed, demonstrate both reliability and construct validity, and be free of rating errors
(Yun et al., 2005). Often, however, ratings given in performance evaluations reveal the
presence of many rating errors including leniency, halo, contrast, and assimilation
(Bernardin, Cooke, & Villanova, 2000; Jawahar & Stone, 1996; Kane, Bernardin,
Villanova, & Peyrefitte, 1995).
Rating leniency seems to be the most prevalent of all rating errors and, as such,
has received the most research attention (Bernardin et al., 2000). In fact, Bretz et al.
(1992) reported that 77% of sampled companies find rating leniency to be the most
prevalent problem of their performance appraisals. Leniency error is assumed if ratings
appear to be higher or better than reality. Leniency is such a common occurrence that it is
not rare to observe as many as 80-90% of all workers in an organization to be rated
higher than average (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995; Yun et al., 2005).
Another problem receiving a considerable amount of attention is halo error. Halo
in performance appraisals occurs when a rater fails to differentiate between different
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performance dimensions and, therefore, provides ratings that generalize across
performance dimensions (Palmer & Feldman, 2005). For instance, if a ratee is considered
below average in one dimension, the rater tends to provide below average ratings for
other dimensions based on that initial rating.
Performance ratings can also be distorted as a result of contrast or assimilation
errors that occur when the performance of a previously observed ratee influences the
performance ratings of subsequent ratees. With contrast errors, subsequent ratings are
usually excessively higher or lower compared to the performance ratings of the
previously assessed ratee (Becker & Miller, 2002; Palmer & Feldman, 2005). An
assimilation effect is the opposite of a contrast effect, in which the evaluation of the
target's performance is excessively similar to the previously assessed ratee. When either
of these errors occurs, performance evaluations are provided in comparison to the
previous employee rather than in relation to performance standards (Becker & Miller).
Organizations should distribute their financial rewards in a fair and just manner,
but rating errors may contribute to many negative outcomes within the organization.
First, rating errors can cause difficulty in distinguishing superior from average performers
and average performers from below average ones (Bernardin et al., 2000). This can affect
employee perceptions of compensation systems by confusing performance and reward
differences, which may lead to a reduction in employee motivation (Kane et al., 1995).
Second, if too many employees are provided with salary increases (e.g., as a result of
leniency errors), the organization may suffer financially due to the depletion of the
organization's budget and a reduction in the amount of salary increases available to
employees. Third, and perhaps most importantly, rating errors can lead to legal problems
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(Kane et al.). According to Bernardin (1992), the majority of lawsuits filed against
organizations involve personnel procedures such as performance appraisal. Separating
personal factors from performance factors is crucial for an organization to withstand this
growing threat. When subjective judgments are made, this opens the door for rating
biases or errors, which can lead to litigations in court.
In earlier research concerning rater errors, it was assumed that ratings were
inaccurate if they were highly intercorrelated across dimensions or negatively skewed
(i.e., halo or leniency; Woehr & Huffcutt, 1994). This theoretical concept led
professionals to believe that reducing rater errors would lead to an increase in rating
accuracy, which resulted in a focus on rater error training. Rater error training attempts to
reduce rater errors by familiarizing trainees with the most commonly known rating errors
(e.g., leniency, halo, contrast, etc.) prior to rating (Woehr & Huffcutt). This assumption
has received considerable criticism; however, as research investigating the effects of rater
error training has shown that, while ratings did reveal significantly less rating errors, the
accuracy of these ratings also decreased (Bernardin & Pence, 1980). Training raters to
avoid rating errors can influence raters to provide ratings that are contrary to typical
rating errors (e.g., halo) rather than focusing on attempting to accurately evaluate the
performance at hand. Unfortunately, the presence of apparent rating errors does not
imply that ratings are inaccurate, for in some instances the performance being evaluated
correctly reflects rating patterns congruent with rater errors (e.g., halo, leniency, etc.).
While the avoidance of rating errors is desirable, the ultimate goal of performance
appraisal systems is to accurately provide ratings that describe the performance of the
ratees.
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Because critical organizational decisions are dependent on performance appraisal
data, it is not surprising that there is an abundance of research investigating variables that
contribute to the level of accuracy of performance ratings (e.g., Arvey & Murphy, 1998;
Becker & Miller, 2002; Bernardin et al., 2000; Kane et al., 1995; Murphy & Cleveland,
1995; Roch et al., 2005; Waung, 1997; Yun et al., 2005). Professionals have devoted
substantial effort to understanding, predicting, and controlling for sources of error that
may influence the validity of appraisal ratings. Numerous studies have been conducted
suggesting that training raters can decrease the number of errors made when providing
performance ratings (Pulakos, 1986; Smith, 1986; Woehr, 1994; Woehr & Huffcutt,
1994). These efforts seem only to have scratched the surface of rating accuracy though,
for few conclusions have been drawn regarding how proper performance appraisal
procedures should be implemented in order to prevent or reduce rating inaccuracies
(Becker & Miller). Other research has focused on enduring differences sustained by
individuals (e.g., personality, cognitive complexity) that may result in performance-rating
tendencies (Bernardin et al.; Borman & Hallam, 1991; Kane et al.; Roch et al.; Schneier,
1977; Tziner, Murphy, & Cleveland, 2005; Yun et al.). Conscientiousness, one of the Big
5 personality factors, has received recent attention due to its association with job
performance (Bernardin et al.; Kane et al.; Tziner et al.). A meta-analysis by Barrick and
Mount (1991) revealed that conscientiousness was a consistently valid predictor of job
performance across many different occupational groups. The authors concluded that it
was an aspect of personality that is important to the accomplishment of work tasks.
Considering that many positions (e.g., supervisory, managerial) require tasks such as the
completion of performance appraisals, it is logical to assume that levels of
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conscientiousness could influence performance ratings provided by those individuals
(Tziner, Murphy & Cleveland, 2002).
The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between individual
levels of conscientiousness and two variables: 1) performance rating accuracy, and 2)
perceived difficulty in providing a rating. Both relationships were predicted to be
positively related; the higher an individual's level of conscientiousness, the more accurate
their performance ratings and the higher their perception of difficulty in providing the
ratings. To further investigate perceptions of difficulty, this research also examined its
relationship to the amount of information available for items on the rating instrument.
This relationship was predicted to be negative; as the information available concerning
the behaviors of the items increases, the perceptions of difficulty in providing the ratings
will decrease.
Rater Personality
Research has suggested that there may be personality factors that influence
individuals to provide inaccurate ratings (Roch et al., 2005). Although there is limited
research concerning rater personality and performance rating accuracy, some studies do
suggest that rating leniency or severity is a relatively stable rater characteristic (Bernardin
et al., 2000; Borman & Hallam, 1991; Kane et al., 1995; Yun et al., 2005). Specific
personality dimensions such as conscientiousness are also said to be a strong predictor of
rating behavior (Kane et al.). Conscientiousness is defined as a tendency to set high
standards of performance to excel in lifetime activities (e.g., work). Conscientious
individuals tend to display a will to achieve and are self-motivated, orderly, reliable, and
cautious. As such, when providing performance appraisal ratings, conscientious
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individuals may be less prone to elevate their ratings (Bernardin et al; Roch et al.; Tziner
et al., 2005) and more likely to provide evaluations that truly reflect the level of
performance of the ratee.
Using the five-factor model (FFM) of personality to identify individuals based on
their levels of conscientiousness and agreeableness, Bernardin et al. (2000) found that
individuals high on conscientiousness rated peers significantly lower than all other raters,
and seemed to avoid any temptations to elevate their ratings. When evaluating the
interaction between the two personality dimensions and performance ratings, Bernardin
and colleagues found that individuals low on conscientiousness provided the highest and
most lenient ratings in the observed sample. Unfortunately, accuracy of the ratings was
not established, therefore no specific conclusions could be drawn concerning the
relationship between rating accuracy and conscientiousness.
Murphy and Cleveland (1995) described how ratings often reflect aspects of the
rater's attitudes (e.g., consequences of ratings, beliefs about the appraisal system) rather
than reflecting the true performance of the ratee. Raters who are trustworthy, rule
abiding, and truly driven to follow policies utilized by the organization (i.e.,
conscientious) are more likely to provide accurate ratings reflecting employee
performance, and less likely to distort their ratings based on attitudes or beliefs toward
other variables (Murphy & Cleveland; Tziner et al., 2002). Tziner et al. (2005) further
supported this evidence by examining the impact of conscientiousness on rating beliefs
and behaviors. Results showed that those high on conscientiousness were less influenced
by environmental factors and provided lower and more accurate performance ratings than
those individuals who scored low on conscientiousness. Similarly, a study examining the
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ability to make accurate decisions in a decision-making task (Le Pine, Colquitt, & Erez,
2000) found that performance was greater for individuals that were high in
conscientiousness. These individuals were less prone to make sporadic, incorrect
judgments based on limited information when compared to individuals who were not
conscientious. Thus, conscientiousness might be considered a predictor of good decisionmaking. Because performance ratings rely on subjective decisions made by raters, it
could be speculated that conscientious raters would make better (i.e., more accurate)
evaluations of behavior when compared to those raters who are low in conscientiousness.
Rating Accuracy
Guion (1998) explained accuracy in terms of the relationship between a measure
X and a specific standard or criterion, Y. This perception of accuracy is common to many
scientific practices, and it particularly pertains to performance rating research. According
to Cronbach (1955), accuracy is the correspondence between two components (X and Y),
and there are four distinct forms of accuracy, each representing a different component of
performance rating characteristics. First, elevation, the overall level of accuracy of
ratings, is defined in terms of the ratings provided by the perceiver compared to the true
score on the criterion. Elevation can assess the degree to which the perceiver is overly
positive or negative. The second form is differential elevation, which is the accuracy of
discriminating among ratees, and is defined in terms of the average ratings across traits of
two or more targets and the corresponding differences in the criterion scores for these
targets. Differential elevation can establish whether or not the rater can identify which
targets are performing well, and which targets are not. The third form of accuracy is
stereotype accuracy, which is the accuracy of discriminating among performance
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dimensions. It is defined in terms of the average ratings across targets of two or more
dimensions and the corresponding difference in the criterion. This can establish the
rater's ability to understand that different dimensions represent different constructs, and
that a person's performance varies across each dimension. This could be considered the
absence of halo error. The final form is differential accuracy, which is the accuracy in
discriminating among ratees within each dimension, and it is defined in terms of the
corresponding difference between the rating of the perceiver and criterion with the means
of the target and the traits removed. This can gauge the rater's ability to identify how
each target differs regarding performance within each dimension.
For the purposes of this research, accuracy will be assessed according to elevation
(Cronbach, 1955) because the current objective is to identify individuals who are overall
more accurate in evaluating performance based on the comparison of their ratings to
established true scores. Differentiating between various targets or dimensions will not be
assessed in the experimental design; therefore the other components of accuracy are
irrelevant to the current research.
As stated above, the current research design assessed rating accuracy by
establishing true scores for a specific target that can be implemented as the standard (Y)
to which all other ratings (X) are compared. True scores were computed according to a
procedure described by Borman (1977) that utilizes multiple raters to evaluate the
performance of a target under optimal conditions. These true scores are then used to
establish the standard of accuracy that other performance ratings are judged or evaluated
(Murphy & Balzer, 1989). Evidence suggests that these types of expert ratings can be
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used as valuable estimates of true scores in performance appraisal research (Wagner &
Goffin, 1997).
Perceptions of Difficulty
The literature suggests that conscientiousness is a useful predictor of effort and
performance across many different professions (Barrick & Mount, 1991). The greater the
level of conscientiousness, the greater the chances are that that individual will exert more
effort in their place of employment and perform at an adequate level. Many positions in
organizations require decisions to be made on a daily basis; some more critical than
others. Decision-making ability could be considered an important skill/ability for some
professions.
Based on the evidence that conscientious individuals tend to put forth more effort
at work, they should also exert more energy when making decisions. When making a
decision, those high in conscientiousness tend to use available cues and resources more
than those who are low in conscientiousness (Milgram & Terrne, 2000). This tendency to
use added informational cues when making decisions may promote desirable results, but
it may also be an indication of the difficulty experienced when making a decision.
Though research in this area is quite limited, there is reason to believe that highly
conscientious individuals tend to experience more difficulty when making decisions
compared to individuals that are low in conscientiousness (Le Pine et al., 2000). As stated
earlier, conscientious individuals are self-motivated, cautious, and display a desire to
achieve high standards. As such, a conscientious person may be more likely to carefully
evaluate the available information when making a decision because they are more apt to
place great importance on the result. A decision made by someone who is low in

15
conscientiousness, however, may be done much more sporadically, with little or no
significance placed on the consequences stemming from that decision. For these reasons,
it is speculated that an individual who is low in conscientiousness would seem to
experience significantly less difficulty when making a decision when compared to an
individual who is highly conscientious.
As stated previously, performance ratings are provided subjectively, with many
cognitive processes involved (Bernardin et al., 2000). These cognitive processes can be
explained in terms of identifying, categorizing, and evaluating a behavior, all of which
are a series of decisions that must be made by the rater when providing performance
ratings. The current study examined whether individuals high in conscientiousness would
experience greater difficulty when providing a performance rating when compared to
individuals low in conscientiousness.
Information

Available

In addition to individual differences (e.g., personality), the amount of information
available in performance appraisal is also thought to affect an individual's perceptions of
difficulty experienced when providing a rating. Specifically, when the target of a
performance evaluation demonstrates a behavior (e.g., "sought consensus") that is
specifically assessed on the appraisal instrument, the rater will experience significantly
less difficulty in providing a rating for that behavior compared to an action that is not
demonstrated in the performance evaluation. Characteristics and qualities (e.g.,
behavioral accuracy, rating accuracy) surrounding performance rating require two distinct
cognitive processes: correctly remembering whether a behavior occurred, and correctly
categorizing ratee behavior (Feldman, 1981; Lance, Woehr, & Fisicaro, 1991; Mount &
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Thompson, 1987; Nathan & Lord, 1983; Roch, 2006). The second of these two processes
(i.e., correctly categorizing ratee behavior) seems to be dependent on the first process
(i.e., correctly remembering whether a behavior occurred) because one cannot categorize
a behavior correctly if he/she cannot remember if the ratee demonstrated the behavior or
not. Based on that assumption, if the rater cannot correctly recall whether the target
performer demonstrated the behavior or not, he/she may experience greater difficulty
when providing a rating for that behavior based on the lack of information provided for
that item. Thus, if a behavior is rarely or not at all observed by the rater, it will be more
difficult to rate when compared to a behavior that is more frequently observed. Items on a
performance appraisal instrument describing behaviors that are more observable will
enable the rater to more easily conclude how to categorize the quality of that behavior.
This theoretical concept leads to a third hypothesis that pertains to the amount of
information available for rating an item as it relates to the difficulty experienced by raters
when providing a rating. The current study examined whether items containing higher
informational values will lead to less experienced difficulty when providing a rating
compared to items containing lower informational values. Establishing information
values for each item was completed by replicating the process used to obtain true scores
(Borman, 1977).
Summary
The present study examined the relationship between the personality dimension of
conscientiousness and both performance rating accuracy and perceptions of difficulty in
providing a rating. To further investigate the factors that may contribute to perceived
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difficulty experienced when providing a rating, the amount of information available for
each item on the instrument was also established. Three hypotheses were examined.

Hypothesis 1: Conscientiousness scores will be positively correlated
with performance rating accuracy scores.

Hypothesis 2: Conscientiousness scores will be positively correlated
with perceived rating difficulty scores.

Hypothesis 3: Difficulty ratings will be negatively correlated with
information values for each item on the rating instrument.

Method
Research Design of the Previous Study
The data used for this research was collected as part of a previous study (Roch &
Paquin, 2005) which investigated the relationships between rater agreement, a rater's
perceptions of difficulty in providing performance ratings, and the behavioral specificity
of each item. Results revealed that rater agreement increased as perceptions of rating
difficulty increased and the specificity of the items decreased. While interrater agreement
is a useful measure of performance ratings, the authors did not establish true scores, so no
conclusions were made concerning the accuracy of the ratings. Roch and Paquin did,
however, collect personality data for their sample, but did not investigate its relationship
to any of the variables examined in their study. The current study will seek to further the
knowledge concerning performance rating accuracy and its relation to performance rating
behavior.
Participants
Three hundred and twelve students from a northeastern university participated
either for course credit or extra credit. Fifty-two percent were male. The ethnicity
breakdown included: 73% Caucasian, 6% African American, 7% Hispanic, 7% Asian,
and 7% other.
Materials
Stimulus Performance. Performance information was presented using a twentyfive minute videotape. This recording was initially developed as a practice instrument for
assessor training in preparation for an assessment center. The videotape presented four
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people playing roles in a leaderless group discussion exercise in an assessment center
scenario. Two of the participants were female and two were male. One of the female
participants represented the target performance to be evaluated.
Rating Form. The original rating form consisted of 86 items corresponding to four
dimensions: team skills, problem solving, oral communications, and professionalism.
Items were listed in alphabetical order to eliminate any possible patterns in the
presentation of the items with respect to dimension or behavioral specificity.
Performance Ratings. Participants rated the target person's performance on the 86
items using a five-point Likert-type scale that ranged from 1 = "not at all" to 5 = "to a
very great extent."
Difficulty of Rating. Participants rated the 86 items according to the difficulty they
experienced in assigning performance ratings to each item using a five-point graphic
rating scale that ranged from 1 = "very easy to rate" to 5 = "very difficult to rate." The
mean perceived difficulty ratings for participants ranged from 1.00 to 4.56, but the
overall mean for all participants was ( M = 2.14, SD = .63).
In order to investigate the relationship between the amount of information
available for each item to the perceived difficulty in rating each item, the mean difficulty
rating for all items was also established. The overall mean for all items was ( M = 2.14,
SD = .22), with the highest (and most difficult to rate) item mean (M = 2.63, SD = 1.34)
being "used sound criteria for selecting options." The lowest (and least difficult to rate)
item mean ( M = 1.75, SD = .98) was "proposed an answer to the problem."
Rater Personality. Conscientiousness was assessed using Goldberg's (1992) 100item TDA Big 5 personality inventory. Stemming from the lexical approach, this

20
instrument assesses personality using 100 adjectives that are given ratings via self-report
according to their similarity with the participant on a graphic rating scale ranging from 1
= "extremely inaccurate" to 9 = "extremely accurate." According to John and Srivastava
(1999), it is the most commonly used personality measure consisting of single adjectives.
These scales display high internal consistency, and their factor structure is easily
replicated. Goldberg reported a mean coefficient alpha of .89, with a subscale a of .87 for
conscientiousness (John & Srivastava). The conscientiousness scores ranged from 3.20 to
8.5, and this was reflected in the overall mean conscientiousness level (M= 6.30, SD =
.87).
Demographics Questionnaire. A questionnaire was used to gather basic
demographic information (e.g., gender, ethnicity, etc).
Procedure
One to five participants took part in each experimental session. The participants
were given an informed consent form and a brief background on assessment centers.
They were then told which person in the videotaped exercise that they were to rate and
watched the assessment center videotape. They were then instructed to provide
performance ratings by completing the rating form, and also to rate the amount of
difficulty they experienced in rating each item on the rating form. Finally, they completed
the personality and demographics questionnaires. Each experimental session lasted
between 45 minutes and an hour.
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Research Design of the Present Study
Rating Form
The current study utilized only two of the four dimensions from the rating form
used in the original study, as it was concluded that developing true scores for all 86 items
would be extremely time intensive and utilizing all 86 items was not necessary to
investigate the current hypotheses. Two factors were used to determine which dimensions
were to be included in the current investigation. The first was whether the expert raters to
be used to estimate true scores had prior experience with the dimensions. One of the
dimensions (i.e., professionalism) contained items that did not significantly pertain to the
expert raters' prior rating experiences, so it was omitted. Second, the original study by
Roch and Paquin (2005) designed each dimension to contain items that were both
specific and general, as item-specificity was a target variable for some of their analyses.
Though not investigating these variables, the current study wished to utilize dimensions
that contained virtually equal amounts of both specific and general items. Experts
previously established the specificity of each of the items used on the rating form in Roch
and Paquin, and an analysis of the specificity ratings revealed that two of the dimensions
(i.e., team skills and problem solving) did in fact contain items that varied equally on
levels of item-specificity. The final rating form consisted of 45 items corresponding to
two dimensions: team skills and problem solving. Again, these items were listed in
alphabetical order to eliminate any possible patterns in the presentation of the items with
respect to dimension or behavioral specificity.
Example items are "included other team member's ideas in the solution" and
"proposed priorities for the plans."
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True Scores
The true scores were developed from expert raters who had enhanced
opportunities to evaluate the ratee's behavior, a procedure developed by Borman (1977).
According to Borman, raters must possess expertise with regard to the skills that are
required for the performance evaluation, and previous rating experience is preferred in
order to maximize validity of the true scores. Borman also stated that the expert raters
must be given as much exposure to the target performance as needed in order to distribute
precise ratings. This is often accomplished by having the raters view a videotaped
recording of the performance. After all expert raters feel they have adequately provided
performance ratings for the target performer, all expert ratings are then averaged to
establish the true performance of the target, or true scores for each item (Becker &
Miller, 2002).
The current study utilized six industrial/organizational psychology graduate
students, all with performance rating experience gained through at least four assessment
centers in which they evaluated numerous targets, served as the expert raters. As such, all
expert raters were adequately familiar with the performance dimensions (i.e., teamwork,
problem solving) included in the current study as their assessment center experiences
included the same dimensions. Prior to rating the performance, the expert raters
completed performance dimension training (Woehr, 1994) in order to be adequately
familiarized with the rating instrument and the items contained in it. They were then
given a brief synopsis of the videotaped performance, offered multiple opportunities to
view the videotape, and encouraged to take notes regarding the performance of the target
to help with the rating process. After all ratings were provided, the expert mean rating for
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each item was used to represent the "true score" for that particular item. In total, there
were 45 true scores, one for each item represented on the rating instrument. Experts'
ratings revealed adequate inter-rater consistency (a = .88).
Information Values
Expert raters were also used to estimate the amount of information exhibited for
each item in the video. The procedure used was almost identical to the one utilized for the
establishment of the true scores (Borman, 1977). Three expert raters were made familiar
with the instrument and instructed to count the number of times each item on the rating
instrument was demonstrated by the target performer, regardless of the quality of
performance. This counting was completed by using tally marks, with each tally
representing one demonstration of that behavior. Expert raters were again given as much
exposure as needed to the videotape in order to complete their individual analysis. After
all expert raters felt they had adequately counted the number of times an item was
observed; all expert ratings were averaged, and the expert's mean total for each item
represented the information value for each particular item. The item receiving the highest
overall information value (M= 3.80, SD = 2.49) was "proposed solutions," and the item
with the lowest overall information value (M= .00, SD = .00) was "sifted irrelevant
data." Information values for all items can be found in Appendix D.

Results
Conscientiousness and Rating Accuracy
To investigate the predicted relationship between performance rating accuracy
and conscientiousness, accuracy scores for each participant were obtained by using
Cronbach's (1955) method for elevation, in which the participants' ratings on each
individual item were subtracted from the true scores provided for each corresponding
item. The difference (in terms of absolute value) between the true score and performance
rating for each item was then averaged to form an overall level of accuracy for each
participant. A lower score represented a more accurate assessment of performance, or
higher accuracy. The correlation was not statistically significant (r = .04, p > .05),
however, indicating that there were no association between rater accuracy and rater
conscientiousness.
Conscientiousness and Perceived Difficulty When Providing a Rating
All perceived difficulty ratings were averaged in order to represent an overall
perception of difficulty for each individual. This perceived difficulty mean was then
correlated with their corresponding conscientiousness score. Though the research
predicted that the relationship would be positive, an analysis revealed that the correlation
was actually negative and significant, r = -.26, p < .01. In other words, highly
conscientious individuals actually experienced less difficulty when providing a rating
compared to those that were low on conscientiousness. This finding will be discussed
later.
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Information Available and Perceived Difficulty When Providing a Rating
To explore the relationship between the perceptions of difficulty in providing a
rating and the amount of information available for each item on the rating instrument,
mean ratings of perceived difficulty were computed (across participants) for each item
and were correlated with information values established by the expert raters for each
item. As hypothesized, the relationship between rating difficulty and the amount of
information available for each item was negative and statistically significant, r = .57,
^<.01.

Discussion
This study attempted to measure the relationship between performance rating
accuracy and one of the more widely studied factors of the FFM, conscientiousness
(Bernardin et al., 2000). Within the same sample, the research also aimed at identifying
whether or not conscientiousness was related to the difficulty experienced when
providing these ratings. Additionally, the research investigated if the rating difficulty
experienced was related to the amount of information available for each item on the
rating instrument.
Unfortunately, the results of the first hypothesis did not reveal any relationship
between rating accuracy and conscientiousness. The true scores were established by
expert raters, so it can be concluded that the standard used in this study was indeed an
acceptable performance criterion (Borman, 1977). The direction of the correlation was
positive, but its lack of statistical significance presents some issues that should be
discussed. For example, some research has proposed that performance ratings are
sometimes a function of automatic and controlled processes, which can affect rater
attention, classification, integration, and recollection (Feldman, 1981). These automatic
and controlled processes have been described as schemas, or behavioral scripts that
individuals anticipate as a result of cognitive biases held because of stereotypical beliefs
about specific people (e.g., minorities) or objects (Cardy, Bernardin, Abbot, Senderak, &
Taylor, 1987). Biased ratings are sometimes a product of schemas, as a rater may
automatically search, attend to, and recall only behaviors compatible with the schema
held for the demographical by the participants in this study were a result characteristics
(e.g., race, age, gender) possessed by the target (Feldman). Biased ratings are often
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inaccurate; thus, it is a possibility that the performance ratings provided were a result of
schemas held by the raters, despite conscientiousness levels. As stated earlier, researchers
(Feldman, 1981; Lance et al., 1991; Mount & Thompson, 1987; Nathan & Lord, 1983;
Roch, 2006) have identified two cognitive processes individuals must undergo when
evaluating performance accurately: correctly remembering whether a behavior occurred,
and correctly categorizing ratee behavior. Perhaps the raters were unable to correctly
remember behaviors demonstrated by the target due to the cognitive filtering experienced
by preexisting schemas toward the target being rated. Schemas could also have a negative
affect on interrater reliability, as Dorfman (1982) suggested that differing schemata held
by raters who are rating the same target might be utilizing conflicting schemata, resulting
in different ratings provided for the target.
To prevent potential preexisting performance schemata, many organizations have
looked to rater training programs. Unfortunately, the participants in the original study
(Roch & Paquin, 2005) were never placed through any performance appraisal training
prior to providing performance ratings. This could have been very beneficial to the
current research, for numerous studies have been conducted supporting the idea that
training raters can decrease the amount of errors made when providing performance
ratings (Pulakos, 1986; Smith, 1986; Woehr, 1994; Woehr & Huffcutt, 1994). Many of
these same studies concluded that frame-of-reference training does in fact improve rating
accuracy when implemented prior to a performance appraisal (Pulakos; Sulsky & Day,
1992; Woehr; Woehr & Huffcutt). Frame-of-reference training focuses on the judgment
processes utilized in performance rating, and it specifically trains raters how to distinctly
categorize behaviors in a correct manner. This type of training establishes common
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standards upon which raters should base their appraisals (i.e., ratings) of performance,
which could potentially aide in avoiding any conflicting schemata held by the participants
in the study (Cardy et al., 1987). Without proper training, however, in no way could the
research have predicted existing schemata held by the participants that might have led to
negative effects on their performance ratings. A possible misconception by the researcher
was the assumption that participants would be able to adequately partake in a
performance appraisal without prior training or experience. Perhaps the analyses utilized
in the current study based too much emphasis on innate personality characteristics (i.e.,
conscientiousness) and disregarded the potentially beneficial effects of adequate training
procedures that could enhance overall knowledge and experience of effective
performance rating skills. To further investigate the relationship between
conscientiousness and performance rating accuracy, future research could focus on how
the same relationship (i.e., conscientiousness and rating accuracy) is affected following
the implementation of a frame-of-reference training program or other similar rater
training programs.
The second hypothesis was not supported, but revealed interesting results:
conscientiousness was negatively correlated with perceptions of difficulty. Though not
resulting in the predicted direction, the correlation was significant, indicating that highly
conscientious individuals experienced less difficulty when providing ratings compared to
those low in conscientiousness. This evidence is contrary to past research (LePine et al.,
2000), implying that further investigation of this relationship is needed. Milgram and
Tenne (2000) concluded that highly conscientious individuals tend to use available cues
and resources more than those who are low in conscientiousness. Conscientious
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individuals may be more inclined to make the effort to correctly identify distinctions
between performance dimensions (Bernardin et al., 2000). This motivation to utilize
information more thoroughly was thought to lead the conscientious rater to conceive
additional alternative solutions to a given problem (e.g., providing a performance rating).
For the purposes of this study, the excessive amount of information conscientious
individuals apply to performance appraisal was hypothesized to lead to greater difficulty
in determining a rating for each item; however, the exact opposite was true. Perhaps
highly conscientious individuals sustained greater levels of self-efficacy, which has been
shown to relate to motivation (Frayne & Latham, 1987) when providing performance
ratings (Tziner et al., 2002). Self-efficacy is the extent to which an individual believes
he/she has the information, tools, and skills needed to successfully complete a task. This
higher level of confidence in one's own rating ability may have led highly conscientious
individuals to believe their performance appraisals were less difficult to complete,
regardless of the characteristics of each item on the instrument. Similarly, their added
efforts in observation skills when evaluating the target may have lead to an added level of
comfort when providing the ratings, which would have resulted in a lower perceived
difficulty rating. Pertaining to the two rating processes (i.e., recall, categorization),
perhaps the highly conscientious individuals felt that their strong observation skills
enhanced their ability to both recall and categorize the behaviors observed, making the
task of providing a rating less difficult. Though the accuracy of the ratings provided by
those high in conscientiousness was not significantly more accurate than those low in
conscientiousness, statistical evidence reveals that highly conscientious raters
experienced less difficulty and, hence, were more confident in their ratings. Due to the
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lack of rating accuracy, perhaps this study presents evidence that conscientiousness can
serve as a precursor of overconfidence in the accuracy of performance appraisal ratings.
There is no known past research investigating this possible association, so further
investigation is necessary in order to establish a relationship that can be generalized.
The results from the third and final hypothesis reveal that perceptions of rating
difficulty are related to the amount of information that is available for each item. As
hypothesized, perceptions of difficulty experienced when providing a rating for an item
decreased as the amount of information available for that item increased. This finding
further supports the notion that the two rating processes (i.e., correctly remembering
whether a behavior occurred and correctly categorizing that behavior; Feldman, 1981;
Lance et al., 1991; Mount & Thompson, 1987; Nathan & Lord, 1983; Roch, 2006) are
highly related. Specifically, correctly categorizing a ratee's performance on an item is
much more difficult if the rater cannot remember whether the target individual
demonstrated the item's behavior. Identification of the behavior is necessary for the rater
to remember the behavior, but the action must first be demonstrated in the performance
appraisal in order for the behavior to be identified. Thus, the more the behavior is
observed by the raters, the more information is made available for the item, and the
chance for the rater to successfully remember the behavior is increased. This ability to
remember the behavior would aid in the categorization of the behavior, which would
reduce the perceptions of difficulty experienced by the rater when rating that particular
item. Conversely, if the behavior for a particular item is rarely or not at all demonstrated
in a performance appraisal, it will be more difficult to rate, thus increasing perceptions of
difficulty. As stated earlier, items on a performance appraisal instrument describing
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behaviors that are observed often will enable the rater to more easily conclude how to
categorize the quality of that behavior. This evidence provides implications that should
be noted by both researchers and professionals alike. Performance appraisal instruments
must focus on behaviors that are observed in order to enhance the rater's ability to
distinguish among performance levels and to reduce rating difficulty. The greater the
difficulty experienced when providing a rating, the greater the chances of undesirable
rating effects (e.g., errors, biases) occurring. For instance, if an item describes a behavior
that is rarely or not at all observed, in no way can the rater provide a valid (i.e., accurate)
assessment of that behavior. Judgments made under these circumstances promote rating
errors such as halo, for the rater must merely infer the target's performance on the
unobserved item.
Regardless of the format of the rating instrument (e.g., Behaviorally Anchored
Rating Scales, Behavioral Observation Scales) used by organizations, the items on the
instrument should reflect behaviors that are directly observable in order to aid the rater in
making accurate assessments of performance. Making behavioral judgments is not an
easy task. Thus, the utilization of optimal rating instruments is necessary to ensure that
performance appraisals are completed as effectively as possible. Only then can
performance appraisals be considered valid measures of employee performance.
The significant results of the third analysis led to an additional post-hoc analysis:
whether the amount of information available moderated the relationship between
conscientiousness and rating accuracy. A median split of conscientiousness scores
followed by an analysis of two independent correlations did not reveal a moderated
relationship between the amount of information, conscientiousness, and rating accuracy
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(p > .05). This suggests that conscientiousness was not related to rating accuracy
regardless of the amount of information available. In other words, even though all
participants in the study experienced significantly less difficulty rating items with more
associated information in the videotape, highly conscientious individuals were unable to
rate these items more accurately than items that contained less associated information.
Some considerable limitations of the experimental design should be recognized.
First, using undergraduate students as participants for research purposes is not always
valid considering their potential lack of motivation may hinder their performance on any
given task. Perhaps the participants were not fully committed to the aims of the research;
therefore their performance ratings did not thoroughly reflect their true opinions of the
target performer. Behavioral research must often deal with various participant problems
regarding the validity of response confounds such as fatigue, a lack of interest, the
absence of motivation, or social desirability.
Second, while the current research attempted to meet adequate laboratory research
guidelines by controlling for potential extraneous variables, it could hardly mimic a true
organizational setting where fellow employees are participating in an actual performance
appraisal. Specifically, in actual organizations, appraisals are provided for employees
with whom the rater may interact with on a daily basis. This is quite different than
participants rating a target whom they do not know and will likely never establish a
personal relationship with in future endeavors.
Perhaps future research could seek to obtain ratings in a real organization where
actual co-workers serve as both targets and raters. One of the primary goals of this study
was to reveal factors related to rating accuracy. Not surprisingly, the majority of past
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research concerning rating accuracy has been done in laboratories, essentially because
establishing true scores are a necessary component in computing direct accuracy
measures. Unfortunately, true scores are much more difficult to establish in field settings,
so the interpretations of rating accuracy characteristics present a concept that requires the
attention of researchers and professionals alike (Murphy & Balzer, 1989).
There have been relatively few studies that have investigated the effects of
personality in performance appraisal, but it would be logical to assume that certain
aspects of a rater's personality would influence his or her ratings (Tziner et al., 2002).
Given the lack of substantial evidence of support for this area of research, attempts at
furthering the understanding of the relationship between personality and organizational
behavior are highly recommended.
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Please use the following rating scales to rate the performance of the target person and the
difficulty of the item. Read each item and remember when rating performance you are
rating the target persons performance in the leaderless group discussion. Be sure to rate
their performance on every item and place your rating the "Performance" column. You
are also rating the difficulty of each item and place your rating the "Difficulty" column.
Be sure that in rating performance you place your answer in the column labeled
"Performance" and the column labeled "Difficulty" for rating difficulty.

Please use the following scales to rate the corresponding items.
Performance Rating
1
2
3
4
5
Not at all
To a very great extent
Difficulty Rating
1
2
Very easy

3

4

Item
1. Accepted other's ideas
2. Allowed another group member to speak by saying
such things like " Mary has something to say" or
"Let's hear what Joe has to say"
3. Analyzed problems well
4. Asked fellow group members if they all agreed
either with own opinion or someone else's opinion
5. Asked other team members for their opinions by
saying such things as "What do you think?"
6. Asked others regarding the details of their plans
7. Asked the group how the group should proceed by
saying such things as "what is our next step" or
"what do you think we should do next"
8. Comprehended group functioning
9. Gave consideration to others' plans
10. Had a good grasp of the problem
11. Helped to clarify group goals
12. Highlighted group functioning
13. Identified trade-offs
14. Included other team member's ideas in the solution
15. Integrated proposals from several team members
16. Knew how to resolve conflicts
17. Knew how to solve problems
18. Mentioned possible solutions to the problem
19. Paid attention to others' plans
20. Perceived relationships among the plans

5
Very Difficult to rate

Performance

Difficulty
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Please use the following scales to rate the corresponding items.
Performance Rating
J
2
3
4
5
Not at all
To a very great extent
Difficulty Rating
1
2
Very easy

21.
22.

23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.

3

4

5
Very Difficult to rate

Item
Pointed out problems with the plans
Praised other team members by saying such things as
"good", "good idea", or "I like that" in response to
their ideas
Processed information
Processed information effectively
Proposed an answer to the problem
Proposed priorities for the plans
Proposed solutions
Protected minority point of view
Provided clarification of the problem
Recognized strategic opportunities for success
Saw connections between plans
Saw how the plans fit together
Sifted irrelevant data
Sought consensus
Successfully involved others in group process
Supports others' viewpoints
The person had effective team skills
The person was an effective problem solver
Tried to satisfy group goals
Understood group functioning
Used a constructive approach to resolve conflicts
Used accurate logic in analyses
Used information from multiple sources
Used sound criteria for selecting options
Welcomed diverging viewpoints

Performance

Difficulty

Appendix B:
Personality Questionnaire
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Goldberg's (1992) TDA Personality Questionnaire
Please use this list of common human traits to describe yourself as accurately as
possible. Describe yourself as you see yourself at the present time not as you wish to
be in the future. Describe yourself as you are generally or typically, as compared
with other persons you know of the same sex and of roughly your same age. Before
each trait, please write a number indicating how accurately that trait describes you,
using the following rating scale:
Inaccurate

Extremely

Very

Active
Agreeable
Anxious
Artistic
Assertive
Bashful
Bold
Bright
Careful
Careless
Cold
Complex
Conscientious
Considerate
Cooperative
Creative
Daring
Deep
Demanding
Disorganized
Distrustful
Efficient
Emotional
Energetic
Envious

Accurate

Ouite

Slightly

Neither

Extraverted
Fearful
Fretful
Generous
Haphazard
Harsh
Helpful
High-strung
Imaginative
Imperceptive
Imperturbable
Impractical
Inconsistent
Inefficient
Inhibited
Innovative
Insecure
Intellectual
Introspective
Introverted
Irritable
Jealous
Kind
Moody
Neat

Slightly

Ouite

Negligent
Nervous
Organized
Philosophical
Pleasant
Practical
Prompt
Quiet
Relaxed
Reserved
Rude
Self-pitying
Selfish
Shallow
Shy
Simple
Sloppy
Steady
Sympathetic
Systematic
Talkative
Temperamental
Thorough
Timid
Touchy

Very

Extremely

Trustful
Unadventurous
Uncharitable
Uncooperative
Uncreative
Undemanding
Undependable
Unemotional
Unenvious
Unexcitable
Unimaginative
Uninquisitive
Unintellectual
Unintelligent
Unkind
Unreflective
Unrestrained
Unsophisticated
Unsympathetic
Unsystematic
Untalkative
Verbal
Vigorous
Warm
Withdrawn

Appendix C:
Demographics Questionnaire
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Please read each of the questions and fill in the bubble on the scantron that is most
appropriate. Please start with 173 on your scantron and don't write on this sheet.
Please raise your hand if you have any questions. When you finish, please raise
your hand.
1. What is your gender? (a) Male or (b) Female
2. Which of the following best describes your racial ancestry?
(a) Caucasian
(b) African
(c) Hispanic (d) Asian

(e) Other

3. How old are you?
(a) 18 - 20 years
(b) 21 — 24 years

(d) 31 or older

(c) 25 - 30 years

4. What is your major?
(a) Natural science
(b) Computer science or engineering,
(c) Psychology,
(d) Another of the social sciences or humanities,
(e) None of the above.
5.

Is English your first language? (a) Yes or (b) No

6. Have you ever conducted a performance appraisal before (other than evaluating your
instructor)?
(a) Yes or (b) No
7. If yes, how many performance appraisals have you conducted?
If no, please bubble in (a), (b) 1 - 3
(c) 4 - 9
(d) 10 - 19
or more

(e) 20

8. Have you ever received a performance appraisal in the context of work?
(a) Yes or (b) No
9.

If yes, how many times have you ever received feedback during a formal
performance appraisal process?
If no, please bubble in (a).
(b) 1 - 3
(c)4-9
(d) 1 0 - 1 9
(e) 20 or more

10. For how many years have you been working part time?
(a) 0
(b) 1-3
(c)4-9
(d) 10—19

(e) 20 or more

11. For how many years have you been working full time?
(a) 0
(b) 1-3
(c) 4 - 9
(d) 10— 19

(e) 20 or more

Appendix D:
Information Values for Each Item
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Item

1. Accepted other's ideas
2. Allowed another group member to speak by saying such
things like " Mary has something to say" or "Let's hear
what Joe has to say"
3. Analyzed problems well
4. Asked fellow group members if they all agreed either
with own opinion or someone else's opinion
5. Asked other team members for their opinions by saying
such things as "What do you think?"
6. Asked others regarding the details of their plans
7. Asked the group how the group should proceed by
saying such things as "what is our next step" or "what
do you think we should do next"
8. Comprehended group functioning
9. Gave consideration to others' plans
10. Had a good grasp of the problem
11. Helped to clarify group goals
12. Highlighted group functioning
13. Identified trade-offs
14. Included other team member's ideas in the solution
15. Integrated proposals from several team members
16. Knew how to resolve conflicts
17. Knew how to solve problems
18. Mentioned possible solutions to the problem
19. Paid attention to others' plans
20. Perceived relationships among the plans
21. Pointed out problems with the plans
22. Praised other team members by saying such things as
"good", "good idea", or "I like that" in response to their
ideas
23. Processed information
24. Processed information effectively
25. Proposed an answer to the problem
26. Proposed priorities for the plans
27. Proposed solutions
28. Protected minority point of view
29. Provided clarification of the problem
30. Recognized strategic opportunities for success
31. Saw connections between plans
32. Saw how the plans fit together
33. Sifted irrelevant data
34. Sought consensus

SD

M
Information
Value
2.00
.60

1.00
.89

1.40
.80

.89
.45

1.20

1.79

0.00
.60

0.00
.55

.60
2.00
2.00
1.60
.40
1.20
2.40
1.40
.80
.60
1.00
2.20
.80
1.40
1.40

.89
1.00
1.00
.55
.55
.84
.55
.89
.84
.55
.71
1.10
.45
.55
.89

1.40
.80
2.80
2.00
3.80
1.00
1.40
.60
1.20
1.60
0.00
1.40

.89
.84
1.79
1.22
2.49
.71
1.14
.55
.84
.55
0.00
1.14
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Item

35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.

Successfully involved others in group process
Supports others' viewpoints
The person had effective team skills
The person was an effective problem solver
Tried to satisfy group goals
Understood group functioning
Used a constructive approach to resolve conflicts
Used accurate logic in analyses
Used information from multiple sources
Used sound criteria for selecting options
Welcomed diverging viewpoints

M
Information
Value
.60
1.80
1.00
1.20
2.00
.80
.80
.60
.80
1.00
.80

SD

.89
.84
1.00
.45
1.41
.84
.84
.89
1.30
1.00
.45

